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Sir: 



In response to the Examiner's Restriction Requirement, the Applicant hereby elects the 
invention of Group I, claims 1-6, directed to a method of producing a wiring transfer sheet. In 
view of the election of Group I, the Applicant further elects Species IA, Figures 5a-5e, and 
claims 1 and 2 read on the elected Species IA. 

The Applicant also respectfully traverses the Examiner's Restriction Requirement 
between the invention of Groups I and II. As noted in the Office Action, the invention of Group I 
is directed to a method of producing a wiring transfer sheet, while the invention of Group II is 
directed to a wiring transfer sheet. In particular, the invention of Group II is directed to the 
wiring transfer sheet as recited in claim 7 and produced according to the method of claim 1 . 
Therefore, the wiring transfer sheet of claim 7 includes all of the structural components of the 
wiring transfer sheet as recited in elected method claim 1 . 

As explained in MPEP chapter 803, a proper Restriction Requirement between patentably 
distinct invention requires: 

(1) that the inventions are independent or distinct; and 



(2) there is a serious burden on the Examiner if Restriction is required. 

Because the wiring transfer sheet of Group II contains all of the structural components 
recited in the method of elected independent claim 1, there would be no additional burden on the 
Examiner to examine both elected Species IA of Group I and Group II. Consequently, the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the requirement to elect a single invention (i.e., a 
method or the product made) as set forth in item 1 on page 2 of the Office Action of January 18, 
2006. Thus, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the requirement for restriction 
between the inventions of Groups I and II. 

In view of the above, a full examination on the merits of this application is respectfully 
requested. 
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